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• elements mental: indeed, I show you exactly how it is constructed
by the synthetic action of your thinking self ont of you passive feel-
ingB : but I show too that yon are necessitated to think of it as some-
thing distinct from youi individual mind." Will not Descartes

. rejoin: " It will take a good deal of argument to make me accept
this perplexing and self-contradictoiy position. Bat supposing I
accepted it, I should regard myself as a ' dogmatic' and no longer
' problematical' Idealist; for in spite of this invincible necessity of
Conceiving matter as distinct from my mind, I should, as yon say, philo-

' sophically know it to be something made by mind ont of mental
elements. Gall'you this refuting Idealism t I call it confirming
Idealism."

And surely Professor Caird must so call it; otherwise why does he
wish to fix on Kantigin, as he interprets it, this designation so
vehemently repudiated by its author f

I conclude .therefore that Kant, when making his Transcendental
reply to the charge of Idealism in the Second Edition of the Kritik,

'did not clearly.separate it from the Realistic answer to the same
charge which he lad already given in the Prolegomena : so that in
the former passage the phenomenal matter, whose permanence he
regards as a necessary postulate of empirical thought, must be taken
as carrying with it in unsevered connexion the " matter in itself,"
whose independent existence it " never entered his head to doubt".
Nor do I think that any one who knows the Kritik will regard the
fact, that Kant elsewhere clearly distinguishes his phenomenal from
his noumenal object, as presenting any very serious obstacle to the
adoption of my view. .

One word more on the question of nomenclature. I quite agree
with Mr. Caird that there are objections against the application of the
term ' Idealism' to Berkeley's system ; but I think it would only
make confusion worse to call it (as he proposes) ' Sensationalism';

. on account of the materialistic associations which are now firmly
attached to tho latter term. I should myself prefer to call i t ' Men-
tal ism ' ; and I have, in fact, made a mild effort to bring this term
into use—but, so far as I know, without success.

HKNBT SIDQWICK.

P.S.—Since the above was written, I have discovered that Professor
A damson has taken my previous Note as the occasion of an Appendix
(L)-in his recently published book On the Philosophy of Kant. Mr.
Adamson, however, steers clear of the point of my argument even
more completely than Mr. Caird, as he does not even allude to tho
passage in the Prolegomena. Hence the sole answer that I have to
make to him at present is to draw his attention again to this passage.
I do not Bee how, with these Anmerhungen ii. and iii. to § 13 before
him, he can maintain that " the distinction between a thing and th&
representation or notion of thing " has " never," in Kant's writings,

.." any reference to the question of Noumena".—H. S.
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I do not wish, any more than Mr. Sidgwick, to prolong a controversy,
from which the vital point has been almost extracted ; bat I understand
Mr. Sidgwiek still to maintain that, in the " Refutation of Idealism," Kant,
while proving at best only that external experience is as real as internal
experience, supposed himself to be proving also the reality of things-in-theni-
selvea as opposed to phenomena. This Mr. Sidgwick maintained (1) on
the ground of the language of the passage in the Prolegomena; and (2)
because he thinks, that, on any other supposition, Kanf s argument against
Descartes would involve a palpable xgnoratio eltnchi.

On the first of these points I answer that, in the passage in the Prolego-
mena, all that Kant says is that it is his doctrine that bodies, or " things
given to us as objects of sense without us," have an existence in themselves,
the nature of which we cannot know. In other words, external things are
phenomenal of an unknown noumenon. I cannot see that this statement
in any way authorises us to conclude that, in a passage written in quite a
different connexion, in which Kant expressly and repeatedly declares
that he is seeking to prove only that external experience is as real in
its object as internal experience, he yet confused this proof with a demon-
stration of the reality of things-in-themselves. How could Kant, for a
moment, suppose, that the permanent in time, which is known under the
Category of Substance, is the thing-in-itself ? It should not be forgotten
that the two senses of the words, " auster utu," are distinguished in a passage
«f the Critique (p. 200) which refers directly to the subject treated of in the
" Refutation of Idealism ".

Mr. Sidgwick further argues, that, •without a confusion of the external
object with the thing-in-iteelf, Kant's argument against Descartes' must
have been seen by himself to be an ignoratio elenchi. Descartes, how-
ever, according to Kant's view of him, had maintained that all we know
immediately is our own inner experience ; and that matter (not merely
things-in-themselves, but extended substance or things in space) is known
only by inference, as the cause of some of our inner experiences. And
Kant's answer is, that external experience cannot be less immediate
than internal experience, seeing the latter presupposes the former. That
Descartes mistook matter for a thing-in-iteelf is, in fact, just Kant's charge
against him : it is what Kant means when he says, that transcendental
realism necessarily leads to empirical idealism. " I t is the transcendental
realist who is inevitably led afterwards to play the part of an empirical
idealist; for, as in the former character, he has presupposed of the objects
of sense that, if they are external, they must have their existence in them-
selves, apart from sense, he is obliged from this point of view to hold that
none of the representations of our sense are able to assure us of their reality"

L296). In other words, he who takes the externality of matter to mean
t it is a thing-in-itself, and not an object of sensible experience, must in-

evitably be led to the conclusion that its existence is problematical, as being
reached only by inference.

That Kant had two ways of opposing Idealism, was an inevitable result
of his twofold distinction between phenomena and noumena and between
the object of internal and of external experience. I may add that in the
passage in the Prolegomena there is no argument, but only the assertion of
his own belief in the existence of things-in-themselves. The proof of that
existence is given elsewhere in the Critique of Practical Beaton.

EDWARD CAIBD.
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